The last 25 years in Slavic dialectology mark the period not only of JSL's founding but also of major and multiple political, social, and economic reorganizations in predominantly Slavic-speaking states. During this period research institutions and their priorities and projects have both continued and changed; technological innovation has meant moving towards electronic dissemination, "digital humanities," and innovative modes of presenting research data and findings. In some cases major works (e.g., dialect atlases) have advanced during this period. Moreover, a new generation of scholars has had greater opportunities for mobility and therefore exposure to a variety of linguistic frameworks and approaches, which has fostered cross-border collaboration in the field. The present essay gives an overview of progress made on dialect projects both created institutionally and individually and including both traditional (book, article) and new digital means of dissemination.
Introduction
In the first 20 years of the Journal of Slavic Linguistics (JSL) only 6 papers (excluding book reviews) out of ca. 240, or 2.5%, contain the word "dialect" in the title (JSL Editors 2012) . This statistic perhaps says more about the North American center of gravity of JSL, with its focus on Slavic synchronic issues and standard languages, than the dynamism of research on dialectology, which because of its source in in situ variation, is conducted primarily in Europe. Following the received view, the bulk of descriptive work tends to be done by scholars working for institutions charged with cataloging language variation associated with the titular language, while non-Slavic scholars' work tends to focus on interpretation, with many exceptions on both sides. Alexander's review of about a century of Slavic dialectological studies, with its bibliography divided between "Works by Slavic/European scholars" and "Works by North American scholars" bears out this dichotomy (2006: 38-43, 43-52) . Picking up the thread of Alexander's overview from a decade ago, our collective focuses on important trends and developments in the most recent period in a more abbreviated fashion, in part owing to the short format of this essay.
The last 25 years in Slavic dialectology mark both the period of time not only of JSL's founding as well as of major and multiple political, social, and economic reorganizations in predominantly Slavic-speaking states. During this period research institutions and their priorities and projects have both continued and changed; technological innovation has meant moving towards electronic dissemination, "digital humanities," and innovative modes of presenting research data and findings. In some cases major works (e.g., dialect atlases) have advanced during this period. Moreover, a new generation of scholars has had greater opportunities for mobility and therefore exposure to a variety of linguistic frameworks and approaches, which has fostered cross-border collaboration in the field.
In this brief survey, it is not possible to provide a complete overview of the copious literature. To be selective, we have relied on four area experts to cover specific regions and then joined forces to cover broader, pan-Slavic works. The rest of the article is divided into five sections: All-Slavic and regional works, West Slavic, Western South Slavic, Eastern South Slavic, and East Slavic.
1 Generally, these divisions map well onto the way that the regions are treated both institutionally and in bibliographic treatments.
All-Slavic and Regional Works
Here we refer mainly to publications which have not appeared in the supranational projects ALE (Atlas Linguarum Europae), OLA (Obščeslavjanskij lingvističeskij atlas), and OKDA (Obščekarpatskij dialektologičeskij atlas), except to note the salutary news that these ambitious projects continue to publish their materials and are available freely on the Internet. Recent linguistic scholarship published since 2000 which uses dialect evidence to explore inter-Sl and CSl 2 connections does so chiefly on the basis of lexicology (overlapping in part with derivational morphology) but also draws upon accentual and phonological data. The most notable contributions in our estimation have been made by Russian scholars.
In lexicology, of particular note are three monographs: Kurkina 1992 and Vendina 2009 . Kurkina (a Moscow-based Slovene specialist) focuses chiefly on W SSl but makes wide use of published material from other Slavic dialects, grouping the data according to root vocalism, ablaut, and isogloss patterns, although without referring to maps (note that only vol. 1, Životnyj mir, of OLA had yet appeared before 1992). Vendina 2009 applies the isogloss typology developed by Borodina in the 1970s and 1980s to Russian core agrarian lexical stock, with extensive comparison to the rest of Slavic, projecting the results onto 111 maps. Continuing in the same tradition, Vendina 2014 is a major cumulative work which makes extensive use of dialect geography from a pan-Slavic perspective, with 216 maps based on the entire OLA Slavic dialect point network.
In phonology, Nikolaev, Ter-Avanesova, and Tolstaja 2013 provides a detailed analysis of Polesian vocalism from the CSl perspective in terms of origins from reconstructed CSl tribal dialects, operating with the nomenclature and dialect groupings elaborated by the Moscow Accentological School (MAS), chiefly Nikolaev.
In accentology, two major earlier works by scholars of the MAS make extensive reference to the dialectal distribution of Slavic accentual patterns, while proposing a new classification of early Slavic dialects, aspects of which have provoked considerable controversy in the field (see Dybo, Zamjatina, and Nikolaev 1990 [with 2 maps], 1993 ). An example of a more recent work in this vein is Nikolaev 2008, a monograph-length article which is devoted chiefly to Carpathian and Pskov-Polotsk dialect material, but which also contains useful tabular material on several other Slavic dialects which provide possible direct evidence for a fourth CSl accent paradigm (d).
Elsewhere, Nikolaev 2012 (with 3 maps) synthesizes chiefly accentual, but also phonological, morphological, and lexical traits (the latter with reference mainly to Mladenov 1975) to establish shared archaic isoglosses between W and E Galician dialects, on the one hand, and E Bg and W Bg dialects, on the other, while Tolstaja 2012 represents a significant contribution to the study of Slavic clitics from the comparative (Carpathian-SSl) perspective, focusing on the Hutsul dialect of Synevyr, for which abundant fieldwork evidence is provided.
West Slavic
In post-1989 WSl dialectological research, traditional approaches are being supplemented with methods that cross over into related disciplines (e.g., sociolinguistics) as some scholars have turned to sociolinguistically oriented dialectology. Linked to this turn are investigations of diasporic communities and their dialects through the lens of contact linguistic phenomena (e.g., bi-/multilingualism, borrowings). Finally, a rising interest in local culture sensu lato (cf. the idea of mała ojczyzna 'little homeland') has enabled local activists and organizations to participate in vernacular documentation through nonacademic publications.
In the last 25 years, major advances have been made in two traditional areas of dialectologists' activity: atlases and dictionaries. The Czech Linguistic Atlas (Český jazykový atlas [ČJA] , Balhar and Jančák 1992-2011) represents a major achievement of modern-day Cz dialectology. The main body of the Atlas has been published in five volumes (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) ; an additional volume (Dodatky, 2011) includes a bibliography of post-1968 dialectological works, from books and articles to dissertations and theses. In a variationist sociolinguistic vein, ČJA registers dialectal features of speakers focusing on two variables: age (oldest/middle-aged/youngest) and residence (rural/urban). Further, diasporic Cz varieties spoken in Poland, Romania, and the former Yugoslavia are also included. Published in hard copy (with a selection of audio recordings) and electronically, the Atlas is available free of charge at http://cja.ujc.cas.cz. Polish dialectology has seen the publication of a four-volume atlas (Dejna and Gala 1998-2002) with an emphasis on morphological and phonetic characteristics. In the 1990s and 2000s, regional dialect atlases of Greater Poland (Sobierajski 1979 , 11 volumes), Mazovia (Horodyska-Gadowska, Kowalska, and Strzyżewska-Zaremba 1971 , 10 volumes), and Silesia (Zaręba 1969 -1996 , eight volumes) have been completed. The 15-volume Sorbian Linguistic Atlas (Faßke, Jentsch, and Michalk 1965-1996) represents a major achievement of Sorbian dialectologists. Finally, a bilingual atlas of Sk dialects in Hungary with data from 48 locales has been published as well (Király 1993) .
For the purpose of this chapter, some 80 lexicographic publications have been consulted. In this set, two lines of research can be distinguished: academic and popular, both in origin and audience. Below, only representative examples of the two kinds are included.
The Cz dialect dictionary (Slovník nářečí českého jazyka, SNČJ) is yet to be completed. According to plans, SNČJ will include dialect vocabulary from the last 150 years. The first version, with some 7,000 entries (A-C, searchable through an engine and a word index), appeared online at http://sncj.ujc.cas.cz in February 2016. In the electronic version, tokens include definitions as well as examples and places of usage. Along with the Atlas, the dictionary will become part of a digital compendium of Cz dialectology, in which ČJA and SNČJ entries are cross-listed with Bohemian, Moravian, and Czech Silesian toponyms.
The Slovník slovenských nárečí (Ripka and Ferenčiková 1994-, two volumes) represents the major, although yet unfinished, achievement of Sk dialectal lexicography. Complementary to it are dictionaries of local dialects (Šariš, Zahorie), and Sk dialects spoken in the diaspora (Romania, Ukraine). As in Slovakia, the publication of a comprehensive nationwide dictionary of Po dialects (Karaś et al. 1979-) is ongoing, while a shorter (10,000 tokens) version has already been published (Wronicz 2009 ).
In the meantime, Po dialectology has seen an increased production of regional and local dictionaries. Of those, about a dozen are devoted to Kashubian (for instance, a six-volume etymological dictionary by Boryś and Popowska-Taborska, 1994-2010) and Silesian (for instance, Wyderka 2000-). In a 21,000-token dictionary of the Po Orava dialect, Kąś (2003) combines academic rigor with an intent to promote the local culture to a wider audience. Since iconography is part and parcel of the dictionary, this publication demonstrates how novel presentation techniques can be harnessed for the purpose of popularizing dialect data. For a bibliography, overview, and typology of Po dialectal lexicography, see Karaś 2011 .
A dictionary by Dragan (2014) represents the popular line of dialectological research. Published with the help of European Union funding, the dictionary combines lexicography with folklore, as the author utilizes iconography to represent local culture, from cuisine and farming to personal traits and courtship. Additionally, the publication comes with a CD that contains video clips produced with the assistance of the two communities studied. In the clips, locals wear traditional attire, speak local varieties, and star in short scenes that touch on a variety of topics: bread baking, gardening, harvesting, etc. Dragan's dictionary represents but one example in a broader stream of non-academic publications; for an overview of amateur dictionaries of Po dialects, see Wronicz 2006 .
Unlike dictionaries, ethnolinguistic works that make use of WSl dialect data remain scarce. In a notable exception, Bartmiński (1996 Bartmiński ( -2012 provides an extensive account of folk stereotypes and symbols, drawing from dialectology, folklore studies, and ethnographic research. On a smaller scale, other authors focus on demonological lexicon (Dźwigoł 2004) or dialect vocabulary in religious ceremonies (Grabka 2012) .
Since the 2000s, much corpus linguistic work has been completed within the framework of the Czech National Corpus. As of May 2017, among the more than 30 corpora are those of contemporary spoken Cz (ORAL 2006 , ORAL 2008 , ORAL 2013 as well as of the Brno (BMK) and Prague (PMK) urban dialects (Křen 2017) . A nationwide dialect corpus (DIALEKT) is yet to be released. While these initiatives bring Cz dialectology to the fore in the process of digitization of large corpora, other WSl dialectologies are yet to catch up. In Slovakia, work on a digital dialect corpus is underway, but has been hampered by personnel shortages and other obstacles (Šimková 2013) . While some Polish scholars have called on their colleagues to start working on a nationwide dialect corpus, digitization of dialect data remains one of the major tasks that Po-and WSl dialectology in general-face in the new century. For now, two online compendia of Po dialects must suffice: Dialektologia polska (http://www.dialektologia.uw.edu.pl) and Gwary polskie (http://gwarypolskie. uw.edu.pl), edited by Halina Karaś and created with the financial support of the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage. These compendia are divided into chapters corresponding to the main dialectal areas. Given the breadth of the material included, from dialectal texts and detailed literature reviews to lexicons, maps, and photographs, the compendia can be used by students, scholars, and laypersons.
While there is a fair degree of methodological and theoretical mixing in post-1989 WSl dialectology, the documentation of local varieties still represents the dominant approach. Lexicographic works and descriptions of the morphology, phonetics, and phonology of local varieties account for some 80 percent of the publications consulted for this section. The remaining 20 per cent is occupied by research that transcends the traditional scope of dialectology, and borrows methods from contact linguistics, pragmatics, and sociolinguistics (Burska-Ratajczyk 2013, Kurek 1990 , Labocha 1997 , Zakhutska 2015 . Works that build on dialectological fieldwork to inform historical linguistic research represent yet another line of research. In this vein, Holub and Greenberg (2013) provide an impetus for a renewed interest in the West Pannonian-West SSl continuum through Bohemian-Sn parallels in accentuation. Like perceptual dialectology, urban dialectology remains by and large on the margins of WSl dialectological research.
Western South Slavic
Dialectological output in the successor states of Yugoslavia-Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, and Montenegro 3 -presents a heterogeneous picture, conditioned by circumstances in each of the states. In areas where the conflicts of the 1990s have had less impact, progress on dialectological projects has been more rapid. Of special note are not just the advancement of major projects, such as dialect atlases, which we will comment on below, but also modes of dissemination that bring free and open access to worldwide users through curated digital repositories and searchable databases. Of note is the Croatian project Hrčak: Portal znanstvenih časopisa Republike Hrvatske (http://hrcak.srce.hr/), which as of 25 July 2016 contains more than 400 scholarly journals and 153,000 articles and other works, of which more than 40 periodicals are listed under "philology". This republic-level scientific digital repository, launched in 2006, contains electronic objects (mainly PDFs of journal articles), searchable by item and keyword using Dublin Core metadata standards, including complete retrospectives and up-to-date contents from key series with significant dialectological and related content, e. Weiss 1998 , Ivančič Kutin 2007 , Gregorčič 2014 , and the Slovene Linguistic Atlas, vol. 1 (Škofic et al. 2011) . Separate from the institutional framework is the sophisticated web-based database of Carinthian Sn lexicon in Benko 2013. Further, the work of Montenegrin dialectologists (and philologists) can be followed in the journal Lingua Montenegrina (http://www.fcjk.me/ lingua-montenegrina), published by the Vojislav P. Nikčević Institute for Montenegrin Language and Linguistics in Cetinje, the first issue of which appeared in 2008. The electronic presentation of the journal is in whole PDFs per issue, which must be searched as such. In addition to the electronic resources noted above, important continuing series-of-record for dialectology include the Bosanskohercegovački dijalektološki zbornik (most recent issue: X, 2012) and Srpski dijalektološki zbornik (most recent issue: LXII, 2015). Another important vein of descriptive work resulting in thorough single-locale monographs continues from the Netherlands, following the framework of Ebeling-Kortlandt-Vermeer, e.g., Kalsbeek 1993 (Žminj, Čakavian), Houtzagers 1999 (Kajkavian exclaves in Hungary).
While field studies as such have proceeded at various paces, the emergence of new narratives reworking and reasserting the identities suppressed in the Yugoslav Serbian-Croatian binary reflect and/or underpin the contours of dialectological projects. Noteworthy in this regard are Peti-Stantić 2008-which identifies regional ("dialectal") writing traditions that were woven into or inhibited in the process of standardization in the nineteenth century in the whole of the "BCSM" area (Bosnian, Croatian, Serbian, Montenegrin)-Zajc 2006 with regard to the issue of delimiting Slovene and Croatian, as well as Nikčević 2009 on the individuality and periodization of Montenegrin as a language. An important and concise new overview of Montenegrin dialects, emphasizing their structural unity, is found in Čirgić 2017, which sketches out the historiography of research as well as notes and discusses the key structural points that distinguish them from the rest of the BCSM dialects.
With a focus on spoken dialects and their classification in the Croatian framework, important are the first two of three planned volumes on Croatian dialectology, Lisac 2003 (Štokavian and Torlak) and 2009 (Čakavian) . In Lisac 2003 there is a shift in the criteria for national delineation of dialects from Yugoslav-era practice, which was based primarily on territorial unity-now the Torlak dialects in Serbia are viewed as Croatian (from a Croatian perspective) in those areas where the speakers identify as Roman Catholic; similarly, the Sandžak dialect in Serbia is seen as Bosnian (from a Bosnian Muslim per-spective) by virtue of the Islamic confession of its speakers (Begović and Begović-Ličina 2012) . As Čirgić points out, however, the problem of designation and appropriation of identities with respect to territory, religion, and dialect in the former Yugoslav states is still in flux (2014).
Though there are as yet no signs of the appearance of dialect atlases for BCSM areas (with the exception of multilingual Istra, e.g., Filipi and Buršić-Giudici 1998, 2013; Cossutta 2005 Cossutta , 2006 , new fundamental studies in the form of dialect monographs and dialect dictionaries are forming the basis for future synthetic and summative works. Of note here, for example, are the first monographic overview of Međimurje Kajkavian (Blažeka 2008 ) and a corresponding dialect dictionary (Blažeka and Rob 2014) , a phraseological dictionary of Kajkavian (Marešić and Menac-Mihalić 2008) , a first comprehensive dictionary of Bačka Croatian (Sekulić 2005) , a first dictionary of the (400-year-old) archaic Croatian dialect enclave in W Slovakia (Takač 2004) . The pace of development is evident in Sanja Vulić and Josip Lisac's foreword to Radulić 2002, "[…] in the last hundred years about sixty [Čakavian] dialect dictionaries have been published, of which a good third of them appeared in the last decade of the twentieth century" (3). Other notable contributions to dialect lexicography include Vuković 2001 (Selca on the island of Brač) and the amateur, but consistent and copious dictionary Roki-Fortunato 1997 (Vis), both Čakavian dialects. Analogously, Slovene dialects that had been on the path of standardization and/or which significantly diverge from the source material for the republican standard, are now enriching the literature; relatively few monographic descriptions of Slovene dialects were produced before 1989. Notable in this regard are Novak and Hajnšek-Holz's 2006 dictionary of Prekmurje Slovene; Pavel's previously unpublished "standard" grammar of Prekmurje Slovene (2013), the manuscript of which had been completed in 1942; the publication in dictionary form of a century-old set of dialect notes on the Središče dialect in Prlekija, in a border town with Croatia (Greenberg 1999) ; the first descriptive dialect of the highly divergent dialect of Resia (Steenwijk 1992) , spoken in N Italy; and the first monograph-length presentation of the dialect of Gailtal/Zilja in Austria (Pronk 2009 ), which had initially been described briefly more than a century earlier.
Special mention should be made of the recent appearance of the remarkably thorough synthesis of the history of W SSl accentuation (modestly titled History of Croatian accentuation), Kapović 2015 , which includes among its more than 1000 pages 16 color maps of the distribution of accentual phenomena produced in collaboration with the Russian linguist Miša Oslon. Finally, with regard to North American contributions we should note Greenberg 2000, which presents chronological cross cuts of the exceptionally reticulated Slovene dialect vowel systems, and Langston 2006, which offers the first holistic study of Čakavian accentuation systems. Special mention should be made of the problem-based treatment of the atypical Haloze dialect of Slovene in Lundberg 2013.
Eastern South Slavic
The term "East-South Slavic" (E-SSl) here is equivalent to "Balkan Slavic" and designates the Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Southeast Serbian (Prizren-Timok, "Torlak") linguistic continuum, which historically also includes Aegean Slavic dialects from eastern Albania through northern Greece and European Turkey, as well as Bulgarian diaspora dialects in Romania, Bessarabia, and Anatolia. Prior to 2000 we have a detailed artisan's lexicon of the CeBg Trojan region (Canov, Kovačev, and Totevski 1992) and a significant contribution to Rhodope lexicography (the series Stojčev 1965 Stojčev , 1970 Stojčev , 1983 . In addition to these major lexicographical works, we also now have descriptions of Čeč Rhodope (Srebranov 2007) , CeBg Koprivštica (Keremedčieva 2007) , and Bulgarian dialects in Bessarabia, such as Ternovka (Barbolova 2013 , devoted to a rare Fakija diaspora dialect), as well as a large collection of Aegean Macedonian texts (Šklifov and Šklifova 2003) . Long-awaited is the appearance of the first volume (over 1,000 pages) of the Ideografskija dialekten rečnik na bŭl-garskija ezik (Radeva et al. 2012) , the first such onomasiological dictionary in the history of Slavic dialectology; decades in preparation, this major collective endeavor is based not only upon published sources but also draws from extensive fieldwork archives. In addition, toponymical dictionaries (usually categorized under "onomastics") have been published in large numbers (chiefly in Velikovo Tŭrnovo, including the Bŭlgarska Onomastika monograph series). A milestone in Bulgarian phonology is Žobov (2004) , which provides many precise observations on the articulatory and acoustic properties of standard and dialectal Bulgarian, including 65 spectrographic illustrations. Another signal event is the publication of extensive selected works (some previously unpublished) of the eminent Bulgarian dialectologists Maksim Mladenov (Mladenov 2008, including 197 maps) and Todor Bojadžiev (Bojadžiev 2012 (Marinska 1991) .
In the Republic of Macedonia, there are no journals devoted to dialectology as such, but the number of publications in this field in other venues (e.g., Posebni izdanija) has always been considerable. As in Bulgarian scholarship, in recent years Aegean dialects have drawn considerable attention, e.g., dictionaries for Lower Vardar and Solun (Peev 1999, which An entirely new and significant development in E-SSl dialectology of recent years is the creation of three electronic databases, two of which are supported by international cooperation. All three provide interactive dialect maps with village points linked to audio files of field recordings of dialect speech, although the number of available audio files varies. The first (and largest) of these databases is Alexander and Zhobov 2011-2016 In Russia and Germany, the multilateral MDABJ series (Malyj dialektologičeskij atlas balkanskix jazykov, see Sobolev 2003a see Sobolev , 2003b see Sobolev , 2005 see Sobolev , 2006 see Sobolev , 2009 see Sobolev , 2013 (Barbolova 1999) and Kalčevo (Topalova 2009 ). In addition, some volumes of the journal Issledovanija po slavjanskoj dialektologii (1993-present, 17 vols.) contain significant E-SSl material, e.g., vol. 2 (Korten-Kirjutnja phonology, Kalnyn' and Popova 1993) , as well as various smaller contributions to the ethnographic lexicon by Klepikova, Plotnikova, Sedakova, and Uzeneva (see vols. 2, 7, 10, 13) .
Of recent contributions by Western scholars, probably the most significant is Steinke and Ylli 2007 , three volumes (each with audio CD) dedicated to Macedonian dialects spoken in Albania (e.g., Prespa-Vrnik-Boboštica, Golo Brdo, Gora; for a review, see Friedman 2011 The field of Torlak dialectology has been enriched by several major dialect dictionaries, e.g., Timok (Dinić 1988 (Dinić , 1990 (Dinić , 1992 , Pirot (Zlatković 1988 (Zlatković , 1989 (Zlatković , 1990 , as well as the more recent summative work Dinić 2008 (Timok).
East Slavic
Despite the significant political and socio-economic transformations that accompanied the collapse of the USSR in 1991, research in the field of ESl dialectology over the last quarter century, both within and beyond the borders of the Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the Republic of Belarus, has to a considerable extent continued within the theoretical and institutional frameworks established in the Soviet period. While conditions vary to some extent from country to country as well as across different regions within their borders, a number of common trends can be observed that are directly relevant to the study of dialect variation and change throughout the ESl continuum. Above all, much of the ESl speech territory has experienced, particularly since WWII, fairly rapid erosion of rural dialects as a result of Soviet-era policies of forced collectivization, as well as ongoing processes of rural-urban migration and rural depopulation. These processes, as well as the evacuation of significant numbers of rural residents from the Chernobyl zone in NC Ukraine and particularly SE Belarus, have made the thorough documentation of the most archaic ESl dialect phenomena a particularly urgent task for dialectologists. At the same time, ongoing processes of dialect contact and dialect-standard convergence (de-dialectization) have created new opportunities for sociolinguistically-informed studies of dialect variation and change. 4 The expanded role of the 'titular' languages in Ukraine and-to a much more limited extent-in Belarus since independence in 1991 has focused the 4 It should be noted that one of the earliest sociolinguistic studies in Sl dialectology was carried out by a Russian linguist, N. M. Karinskij (1936) , who investigated social variation in the C Ru dialect of Vanilovo in both real and apparent time.
attention of many linguists in those countries on their respective standard languages rather than nonstandard varieties, although dialect material continues to be a source for lexical enrichment for both standard Uk and standard Br. In addition, the emergence of new ESl literary microlanguages with varying degrees of official recognition, including Rusyn in the Prešov region of Slovakia, Lemko in Poland, and potentially, svoja mova or Podlachian in Poland, has added an ideological dimension to dialectological research on the varieties in question.
In the case of Br and to some extent Uk (particularly in the E and S regions of the Uk speech territory), the process of de-dialectization has involved primarily convergence not toward the endogenous Br or Uk standard languages, but rather the exogenous standard Ru language. Until recently, the study of the resulting semiurban and in some cases, rural mixed varieties, popularly known as suržyk in Ukraine and trasjanka in Belarus, was considered outside the scope of dialectology, although this has begun to change as the theoretical concerns and methods of variationist sociolinguistics have gained greater currency among ESl dialectologists.
The first two decades after the Soviet collapse saw the completion of a number of large-scale dialect atlas projects covering nearly all of the original ESl speech territory. A noteworthy achievement in Ru dialect cartography was the publication of the Russian Dialectological Atlas (Dialektologičeskij atlas russkogo jazyka [DARJa] , Avanesov and Bromlej 1986 : vol. 1, phonetics (1986 vol. 2, morphology (1989); vol. 3, syntax and lexis (1996) , with separate editions of large-scale maps for lexis (2002) and syntax and lexis (2005)). Based on data collected from the late 1940s to the mid-1960s, the Atlas includes nearly all of the pre-16th century Ru speech territory (the 'primary' Ru dialects or govory pervičnogo formirovanija), with the exception of the N Ru dialects of the Arkhangelsk region, which was colonized by Novgorod as early as the 13th century, along with dialects in W and S Russia that were classified by the Moscow Dialect Commission in 1915 as Br (W Smolensk, Roslavl' and Starodub) and Uk (portions of the S Kursk and Voronezh regions).
An interesting and quite unique byproduct of the work on the DARJa is Bukrinskaja et al.'s Dialect Atlas for Schools (1994), which was designed to introduce the fundamentals of dialectology and linguistic geography to a school-age audience and to promote awareness of and appreciation for Russia's dialect diversity (a truly remarkable development, given the strength of the standard language ideology in Russia and the Ru-speaking world).
A planned lexical atlas of Ru dialects has yet to appear, although some indication of its potential scope is provided by the series of working publications under the title Leksičeskij atlas russkix narodnyx govorov: materialy i issledovanija (LARNG) (Gerd, 1992-) . Published by the Linguistics Research Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (St. Petersburg), LARNG contains valuable materials on dialect lexis, semantics, the structure of specific thematic lexical groups, word formation, dialect phraseology and onomastics.
Over the last 25 years Ru dialectologists have also continued to map dialect phenomena beyond the 'primary' Ru dialect area (i.e., areas of post-16th century colonization), including the Volga region and Siberia. Atlases focusing on 'secondary' Ru dialects (govory vtoričnogo formirovanija) include, among others, Myznikov's (2005) volume on the Ru dialects of the C Volga region (Chuvashia and Mari El) and Zdobnova's (2000) atlas of Ru dialects of Bashkortostan.
The last quarter century has also seen the completion of the three-volume Atlas of the Ukrainian Language (Atlas ukrajins'koji movy [AUM], Matvijas et al, 1984 Matvijas et al, -2001 . The atlas is, rather inconveniently, divided into volumes by region, the first volume covering the C dialects (Polesia, the Middle Dnieper region and neighboring regions), the second, the W dialects (Volhynia, the Upper Dniestr region, Transcarpathia and adjoining regions), and the third (published in 2001) consisting of three parts, the first two featuring "secondary" Uk dialects, i.e., the dialects of Sloboda Ukraine and the Donetsk region in part 1, the Lower Dnieper basin, the Black Sea coast and neighboring regions in part 2, and part 3 with 53 comprehensive maps covering the entire territory of Ukraine.
In addition to the AUM, a number of Uk regional dialect atlases have also appeared since Ukraine gained independence in 1991, including Martynova's (2003) phonological atlas of the C Uk dialects of the mid-Dnieper region and Herman's (1994-98) dialect atlas of N Bukovyna. The two portions of the Uk speech territory that have received the greatest attention from Uk dialect cartographers, due to their archaic character and dialectal diversity, are Uk Polesia and the Carpathian region. Uk Polesia is represented by, among other works, Nykončuk's (1994) lexical atlas of Right-bank Polesia, Omelkovec ''s (2003) atlas of W Polesian names for medicinal herbs, and Kurylenko's (2004) atlas of Polesian animal husbandry terminology. The Carpathian region is represented by Rieger's (1996) lexical atlas of the Hutsul dialects and dialect atlases of Uk (Rusyn) dialects of E Slovakia (Hanudel' 1981 and Latta 1991 .
Since the publication of the comprehensive Br dialect atlas in 1963 (DABM, the first complete atlas for any of the ESl languages; Avanesaŭ, Krapiva, and Mackevič 1963) , Br dialectologists have continued to be at the forefront of work in ESl dialect cartography. The first Br dialect atlas to appear after the break-up of the Soviet Union was the five-volume lexical atlas (Biryla and Mackevič 1993-1998) , based on data collected in 142 locations, with 1846 maps. The volumes include the plant and animal world (vol. 1, 1993), agriculture (vol. 2, 1994), people (vol. 3, 1996) , everyday life (vol 4., 1997), and semantics, word formation, and word stress (vol. 5, 1998) . As for regional dialect atlases, much of the activity in the last 25 years has focused on SW Belarus, including both the West Polesian dialects (considered by many Uk dialectologists an integral part of the Uk speech territory), as well as adjacent transitional dialects. These works include Bosak and Bosak's (2006) lexical atlas of the dialects of the Pružany district, Čarnjakevič's (2009) atlas of the dialects of the NE Brest region (encompassing both SW Br dialects and the northernmost transitional West Polesian dialects, from the town of Slonim in the north to the Jasel'da river in the south, with 365 maps for 90 phonetic, 74 morphological, and 180 lexical variants, along with 20 isogloss maps), Veštart et al.'s (2008) lexical atlas of Br Pripyat Polesia, and Levancevič's comprehensive four-volume atlas of the dialects of the Byaroza district (vols. 1 and 2, phonetics [1993]; vol. 3, morphology [1994]; vol. 4, lexicon [2001] ).
Another significant achievement in ESl dialect cartography of the last quarter century is a multi-volume atlas of ESl dialects of the Białystok region (NE Poland) compiled by a group of Polish researchers (Glinka et al, 1980 (Glinka et al, -2012 , covering typologically Br-like dialects in the north (spoken mainly by Roman Catholics who self-identify as Poles) to transitional and Uk-like dialects in the south (whose speakers, nearly all Eastern Orthodox, tend to self-identify as Br rather than Uk).
Based on an idea first suggested by R. I. Avanesov in the 1960s, beginning in the late 1980s a team of dialectologists from the Russian Language Institute of the USSR Academy of Sciences, the Institute of the Ukrainian Language of the Ukrainian SSR Academy of Sciences, and the Jakub Kolas Institute of Linguistics of the Belarusian SSR Academy of Sciences began work on a compilation atlas of ESl isoglosses that would include data from all three national dialect atlases and other regional dialect atlases. According to Avanesov's original conception, further elaborated in 1987-1990 by his colleague S. V. Bromlej, the proposed atlas was to supersede the Moscow Dialectological Commission's 1915 map of "the Russian language in Europe." Despite the disruption of institutional ties between the three ESl national academies after the Soviet collapse, the first volume resulting from this project, Vostočnoslavjanskie izoglossy (VSI) (Popova 1995) , published with funding from the Soros Foundation, appeared four years later. Three subsequent volumes of VSI appeared in 1998, 2000, and 2006. The maps in these publications, unfortunately not all of the best quality, include a variety of phonological, prosodic, morphological, syntactic, and lexical isoglosses. The focus of this atlas is primarily historical, the aim being to reconstruct early dialectal divisions within ESl.
As in the West and South Slavic countries, dialect lexicography has continued to be a major focus for ESl dialectologists. The Slovar' russkix narodnyx govorov (Filin and Sorokaletov 1965-) , which began publication over 50 years ago, is now available online through vol. 46 (Tyčak-Užolja, 2013) on the site of the Linguistic Research Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (https:// iling.spb.ru/vocabula/ srng/srng.html). This massive, now nearly complete dialect dictionary includes lexis representing nearly all thematic groups related to traditional Ru peasant life, making it an invaluable resource not only for linguistic, but also interdisciplinary historical and ethnographic research.
As noted by Alexander (2006) , a number of Ru regional dialect dictionaries have also appeared since the end of the Soviet period. Particularly worthy of note are a five-volume thematic dictionary of the dialects of the Tver region (Kirillova and Novikova 2002-2006) , a dictionary of dialects of the Ru North (Vologda and Arkhangelsk regions) (Matveev 2001-) , as well as dictionaries of the dialects of the Kostroma region (Gancovskaja 2015) and the Arkhangelsk region (Gecova and Nefedova 1980-) , of which the most recent volume (no. 16, Zagavasit'-Zajčiško) appeared in 2015 (all 16 volumes are available online on the website of the Dialectology Section of the Department of Russian at Moscow State University: http://www.philol.msu.ru/~dialectology/dictionary/). S Ru dialect lexis is featured in a dialect dictionary of the Kursk region (Pimenova 2004-; most recent volume, Kaba-Kyčka, 2015) .
As in the case of dialect atlases, over the last 25 years there has been significant progress in the dialect lexicography of areas of later Ru settlement and colonization. Recent works covering so-called "secondary dialects" include dictionaries of Ru dialects of Mordovia (Mixaleva 2013) , Chuvashia (Kolesnikova 2003) , the S Kama River river region (Podjukov 2010 (Podjukov -2012 , and Bashkortostan (Zdobnova 2008) , as well as a dictionary of old-settler dialects of Baikal Siberia (Afanas'eva-Medvedeva 2007-), and an etymological dictionary of borrowings from Uralic, Altaic, and Paleoasiatic languages in the Ru dialects of Siberia (Anikin 1997) .
While for the most part work in Ru dialect lexicography continues to be carried out by professional linguists, in the post-Soviet period these efforts have been occasionally supplemented by the work of individuals and groups associated with language and cultural revival movements. We may include in this category the dictionary of North Ru Pomor dialect (pomor'ska govorja) of the White Sea littoral and neighboring regions (Moseev 2005) , published by Ivan Moseev, an Arkhangelsk journalist, former director of the Scientific and Educational Center The Pomor'e Institute of Indigenous and Minority Ethnic Groups (Pomorskij institut korennyx i maločislennyx narodov) at the Lomonosov Northern (Arctic) Federal University, and activist in the Pomor revival movement. His dictionary of the Pomor dialect (provocatively termed the "Pomor language") includes basic information on Pomor phonetics as well as a basic grammar, and is explicitly intended to assist linguistic revitalization efforts. Service (FSB) due to his work with Norwegian NGOs promoting cross-border cultural exchange, and in the spring of 2013 found guilty of "extremism," fined, fired from his university post in Arkhangelsk, and placed on Russia's official list of "terrorists and extremists."
A number of important works in Uk dialect lexicography have also appeared since 1991. As in the case of dialect cartography, most of these recent publications focus on the dialects of W Ukraine, in particular the N Uk dialects of West and C Polesia and the SW Uk dialects (in particular the Carpathian region and Transcarpathia). Representative lexicographical works focusing on these regions include a two-volume West Polesian dialect dictionary (Arkušyn 2000) , a dictionary of Volhynian folk geographical terminology (Danyljuk 1997 ), a regional dictionary for the Upper Dniestr dialects of the Lviv, Ternopil, and Ivano-Frankivsk regions (Šylo 2008 ), a dialect dictionary of the C Bojko region (Matvijiv 2013) , and a dictionary of dialect lexis from the village of Hrabovec' near Stryj (Lviv oblast') (Drul' 2006) . The distinctive SW Uk Hutsul dialect lexicon is represented in a number of recent lexicographical works, including Janów 2001 and Xobzej 2013, as well as an ethnolinguistic dictionary of Hutsul folk mythology (Xobzej 2002) . Transcarpathian Uk dialects are the focus of a number of recent lexicographical works, including Nikolaev and Tolstaja's 2001 dictionary of the dialect of the village of Torun', including a grammar outline and dialect texts (available online at: http://ablaut. narod.ru/torun/torun.htm), and a dialect dictionary for the village of Sokyrnytsia near Khust (Sabadoš 2008) . Lemko dialects in Slovakia and S Poland are represented by, among other lexicographical works, a Lemko phraseological dictionary (Stupins'ka and Bitkivs'ka 2012 and a dictionary of the dialect of Tylicz in Poland's Nowy Sącz district (Turčyn 2011)) . Dialect lexis of the SW Uk dialects of Podolia is featured in a recent dictionary (Kroxmaljuk 2015) of the dialects of the village of Senderivka and neighboring communities in the vicinity of Mohiliv-Podil's'kyj.
The SE Uk dialects, formed as a result of later (post-16th century) colonization of the Pontic Steppe, are less well represented in the lexicographical literature, although in recent years a number of dialect dictionaries representing this portion of the Uk speech territory have also appeared. These newer works include materials for a dialect dictionary of C Sloboda Ukraine (the Kharkiv region, Saharovs'kyj 2011 Saharovs'kyj -2013 ) and a phraseological dictionary of the dialects of the Donbas region (Užčenko 2013) , including both E Sloboda dialects of the N Luhansk oblast and the steppe dialects of the S Luhansk and Donetsk oblasts. Needless to say, the ongoing armed conflict in the Donbas, as well as the anti-Uk position of the local authorities in the self-proclaimed Luhansk and Donetsk People's Republics, makes any further progress in the study of the endangered Uk dialects of this region highly unlikely for the foreseeable future.
The study of SE Uk dialect lexis east of the post-1991 Ukrainian-Russian state border has also progressed since the collapse of the USSR. Two recent lexicographical works worthy of mention are a dictionary of the E Sloboda Uk dialects in the S part of Russia's Voronehz oblast' (Avdeeva 2008-) and ma-terials for a dictionary of the Kuban' dialects (the so-called kuban'ska balačka, spoken by descendants of the exiled Zaporozhian Cossacks, Borisova 2005) .
Since the break-up of the Soviet Union a number of important works on Br dialect lexicography and toponymy have also appeared. The NE Br dialects are represented by a Vitsebsk regional dictionary (Zlobin et al. 2012 (Zlobin et al. -2014 , a two-volume dictionary of the dialects of the Syanno region SW of Vitebsk (Bun'ko 2015), and a second volume of materials for a regional dictionary of the Mahilyow region (Ababurka et al. 2005 ), the first volume of which appeared as long ago as 1981, as well as a dictionary of Mahilyow region dialect microtoponyms (Klimuc' et al. 2004) . The NW segment of the SW Br dialect area is represented by, among other works, a regional dialect dictionary for the Hrodna region (Danilovič and Scjacko 1999), which includes lexis not previously recorded in other regional dictionaries, including the 5-volume dictionary of the dialects of NW Belarus and its border regions (Mackevič et al. 1979 (Mackevič et al. -1986 , as well as a 4000-word regional dialect dictionary and phraseological dictionary of the Kosava region near Ivatsevichy, compiled not by a professional dialectologist, but by a talented amateur, a local teacher of Br (Zajka 2011 (Zajka , 2014 .
Recent works on dialect lexicography and toponymy representing the SE portion of the SW Br dialects (part of the Mazyr dialect group) include a dialect dictionary for the Lelchytsy district (Kučuk and Maljuk 2000) , the first systematic collection of dialect lexis from this part of E Polesia, and a dictionary of microtoponyms of the Mazyr region (Ivanova 2008) .
The transitional Br-Uk dialects of West Polesia and Podlasie (NE Poland) are also reflected in a number of works on dialect lexicography and toponymy that have appeared since 1991. Dialect lexis of Br Pripyat Polesia is featured in Veštart et al. 2008 , while the transitional dialects of Podlasie are represented in such publications as Wróblewski 2008, a dictionary of the dialect of the village of Chraboły and the Bielsk suburb of Studziwody, and Kondratiuk 2014, a dictionary of dialect toponyms of the Białystok region.
There are at present a number of series publications featuring research on ESl dialectology, some of them already well established and others of much more recent vintage. Dialectological material is not currently one of the strengths of existing ESl online corpora, although there are some promising signs for future expansion in this area. The Russian National Corpus (Nacional'nyj korpus russkogo jazyka) contains a searchable dialect subcorpus (http://www.ruscorpora.ru/ search-dialect.html) representing both primary and secondary dialect areas from European Russia to the Transbaikal region. The texts in the dialect subcorpus are recorded in a near-standard orthography, with word stress marked inconsistently, making it not particularly useful for the study of phonetic variation. The relatively small size of the dialect subcorpus (currently less than 200,000 tokens) is a serious limitation, although it is searchable according to a range of grammatical features including part of speech, case, number, gender, animacy, voice, mood, aspect, tense, person, transitivity, declension and conjugation type, and derivational morphology (including both narrowly dialectal morphemes and those shared with the standard language). Still very much a work in progress, the dialect subcorpus of the RNC is being constantly expanded, and there are plans to create a multimedia supplement with audio and video recordings.
N Ru dialects of the Arkhangelsk region are the focus of another searchable online dialect corpus, the Ustja River Basin Corpus (http://www.slavist.de/ Pushkino/login.php), consisting of dialect texts collected on a series of expeditions in 2013-2016 by an international team of researchers from the School of Linguistics at the Higher School of Economics in Moscow and the Slavic Institute of Bern University, Switzerland. As in the case of the RNC dialect subcorpus, the interviews were transcribed into near-standard orthography. The lack of phonetic detail in the transcription is compensated for by a web-based interface that provides access to the original sound recordings at the level of individual utterances. An innovative aspect of the interviews conducted for this corpus is that the researchers sought to document synchronic intra-community variation, reflecting ongoing processes of dialect attrition and the emergence of new regional mesolectal varieties as a result of convergence toward standard Ru.
NW Ru dialects of the Pskov region are represented in the multilingual TriMCo dialect corpus (http://www.trimco.uni-mainz.de) representing the Ba-Sl contact zone from NW Russia, N and NW Belarus, SE Lithuania and E Latvia (Latgalia). This project, headed by Björn Wiemer (University of Mainz, Germany), seeks to explore areal phenomena in the Ba-Sl contact zone through a combination of methods and approaches including linguistic typology, areal and contact linguistics, dialect geography, and corpus linguistics.
The Korpus ukrajins'koji movy (http://www.mova.info/corpus.aspx?l1=209), created by researchers at the Department of the Modern Ukrainian Language at the Institute of Philology of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, includes a small (currently only 79,316 tokens) dialect corpus, consisting of texts taken from published oral folklore collections. As in the case of the Ru dialect subcorpus, the materials are rendered in a more or less standard orthography. In coming years, the Institute plans to expand the dialectological component of the Uk corpus with Uk regional and diasporic subcorpora. Unlike the RNC dialect subcorpus, the search options in the Uk corpus are limited to lexemes and specific word forms.
For Br, there is currently only a pilot version of a national corpus (Belaruski N-korpus) (http://bnkorpus.info/about.html), including oral folkloric texts (fairy tales, ballads, etc.) representing non-standard regional varieties. The search options are limited to part of speech, although a reverse dictionary is also included. Br dialects from the Ba-Sl contact zone of E Lithuania, NW Belarus, and E Latvia (Latgalia) are also represented in the aforementioned multi-lingual TriMCo corpus (https://www.trimco.uni-mainz.de/home/). Some of the Br data from this corpus, accounting for some 40% of the total, are discussed in Seržant and Wiemer (2014) .
An interesting, if somewhat unconventional, online resource for dialect lexicography of the transitional Br-Uk dialects of Podlasie in NE Poland is the searchable database for dialect lexis of the village of Kuraszewo near Bielsk (http://svoja.org/gramatyka/slovnik-jana-petrucuka-baza-danych#dict), included on the site svoja.org. This site, created by the journalist Jan Maksymiuk along with other local language activists, is dedicated to the promotion and codification of the ESl dialects (termed pudlaśka mova or Podlachian by Maksymiuk) of the area between Bielsk and Hajnówka.
The widespread phenomenon of mixed Br-Ru speech is the focus of another new online corpus, the Oldenburg Corpus of Mixed Belarusian-Russian Speech (Oldenburger Korpus zur weißrussisch-russischen gemischten Rede) based on recordings made in smaller towns in different regions of Belarus (https://www.uni.oldenburg.de/en/slavistik/forschung/sprachwissenschaft/ schwerpunkt-mischvarietaeten/oc-brms/). The Oldenburg corpus consists of two subcorpora: a family corpus, with transcribed recordings of informal family conversations, and an interview corpus, with transcribed sociolinguistic interviews dealing with a variety of topics. The family corpus consists of approximately 212,000 word forms or 39,000 utterances in 444 conversations of various lengths while the interview corpus, from 54 structured interviews, includes approximately 170,000 word forms in 23,000 utterances. The family and interview subcorpora represent mixed Br-Ru speech with a variety of different dialectal substrata: SW Br (recordings of speakers in Baranavichy and Slonim), C Br (Smarhon' and Rahačoŭ) and NE Br (Šarkoŭščyna, and Xocimsk). The corpus is a product of a large, multi-year project headed by Gerd Hentschel (University of Oldenburg, Germany) focusing on the comparative study of mixed Br-Ru and Uk-Ru speech, funded by the Volkswagen Foundation. Some of the preliminary results of this project are presented in Hentschel, Taranenko, and Zaprudski (2014) , as well as in a series of recent articles by Hentschel and his students.
In addition to online searchable corpora and databases, a number of other online resources for ESl dialectology have appeared over the last decade. One of the most ambitious of these is the online Information Center for Russian Dialectology, created by the Russian Language Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (http://www.ruslang.ru/ agens.php?id=rus_dialectology). According to its website, the Information Center's mission is to disseminate information about Ru research units engaged in dialectological research and coordinate their efforts, share information on dialectological expeditions and the organization of student dialectological fieldwork, as well as publish reports on the results of new fieldwork, compile bibliographies of dictionaries, dissertations, monographs, and articles on Ru dialectology published since 1985, to help fill regional lacunae in dialect lexical and onomastic dictionaries and atlases, create and expand a library of electronic resources on Ru dialectology, and maintain contacts with foreign research units and organizations engaged in research in Ru and Sl dialectology. The Information Center's library of electronic resources (http://www.ruslang.ru/?id=dialectolog_centers_links) currently includes links to scanned pdf versions of a wide variety of works on Ru dialectology from the 19th century to the present day, including dialect dictionaries, monographs, and articles.
A useful new online resource for Br dialectology is the Belaruski dyjalektny leksihrafičny fond (http://philology.by/page/fund) on the site Philology.by, created by a group of linguists from the Department of General and Slavic Linguistics at Belarusian State University, the Institute of Language and Literature of the Belarusian Academy of Sciences, and Belarusian State Linguistic University. In addition to scanned pdf versions of dialect dictionaries and other works on Br dialect lexicography published since the 1960s, this site also includes links to scanned versions of dialect atlases, including the DABM and LABNH.
